The theoretical framework of the study was the Stressors-Emotions model (Spector et al., 2005) . The aim of the study was to investigate the mediating role of job-related negative affectivity, and the moderating role of emotional suppression in the relationship between workplace aggression and counterproductive work behaviour (CWB)
Introduction
Counterproductive work behaviours (CWB) are presented in the literature as either a form of retaliation (Bies, Tripp, & Kramer, 1997; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997) or a form of a coping with job stressors (Fox, Spector& Miles, 2001) . Regardless of the theoretical context, negative emotions -e.g. anger, hostility, anxiety and unhappiness -are thought to significantly contribute to CWB (Spector, Fox, & Domagalski, 2005) . Resultsof previous studieson the Stress-Emotion (S-E) model have indicated that the link between job stressors and CWB is mediated by these negative emotions (Spector & Goh, 2001 ) and moderated by affective dispositions (Bowling & Eschleman, 2010) . The regulating role of negative emotions is particularly evident in the case of social job stressors, including interpersonal conflicts at work (Fox et al., 2001) or workplace aggression (Raver, 2013) . However, no studies have tested the moderating effects of emotional suppression in the context of the S-E model. Does the tendency to suppress negative emotions in response to social stressors intensify negative affect at work and CWB, or does it weaken them? The aim of the study was to investigate (1) the direct effect of workplace aggression on CWB; (2) the indirect effect -mediated by negative job-related affectivity and (3) the moderating effect of emotional suppression on workplace aggression -negative affectivity and workplace aggression -CWB links.
Counterproductive work behaviours
CWB are defined as intentional and justified, from the actors' perspective, acts of employees that are detrimental to organizations, their stakeholders (e.g., clients, co-workers, customers, and supervisors) or both (Fox et al., 2001) . It is considered an umbrella term that subsumes, in part or in their entirety, similar constructs that relate to harmful behaviors at work, including organizational aggression (Neuman & Baron, 1998) , antisocial behavior (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997) , deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995) , retaliation (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997) , revenge (Bies, et al., 1997) and mobbing (Zapf, Knorz, & Kulla, 1996) . Specific forms of CWB include abusive behavior against others, aggression (both physical and verbal), purposely doing work incorrectly, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal (e.g., absence, lateness, and turnover) (Spector et al., 2005) . The common theme is that these behaviours are harmful to the organization because they directly affect its functioning or property, or hurt employees in a way that reduces their effectiveness.
These behaviours are a pervasive and costly problem and therefore a topic of great interest to managers and organizational scientists alike. For example, in the United States, between 33% and 75% of employees engage in various types of CWB (Bennett & Robinson, 2000) and the annual estimated cost of CWB is over a $1 trillion: $120 billion from theft, $4.2 billion from workplace violence, and over $900 billion in lost income due to fraudulent activities (Banks, Whelpley, & In-Sue, 2012) . Half of the surveyed employees of fast food restaurants and convenience stores confessed to stealing cash and supplies (Wimbush & Dalton, 1997) . In the supermarket industry, the average employee steals $1,209 of cash and supplies every year (Jones, Slora, & Boye, 1990) . Harris & Ogbonna (2002) interviewed workers in the hospitality industry and found 85% of them engaged in some form of sabotage against their employer and customers on a weekly basis. Romano (1994) reported that more than 20% of HR managers had dealt with reports of physical violence in the past three years.
The Stressor-Emotion model and the mediating function of negative emotions
Integrating both the CWB and research literature on job stress, Spector and his co-workers developed the S-E model that assumes the connection from the environment to perceptions, to emotions, and then to CWB (Fox et al., 2001) . Specifically, the authors claim that employees monitor and appraise events in their workplace (Lazarus, 1991) -those which are perceived as threats to employees' well-being are defined as job stressors (Spector, 1998) . Job stressors can result in CWB directly or indirectly -through the increase of negative emotions. Numerous studies have confirmed that various types of job stressors, including organizational injustice, workload, role conflicts, role ambiguity, organizational constraints and interpersonal conflicts at work are connected with global CWB or its single components (Chen & Spector, 1992; Spector & Goh, 2001; Spector et al., 2005) . Other studies found that frequent exposure to workplace aggression is linked to different forms of CWB (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007 , Raver, 2013 , Sulea, Fine, Fischmann, & Sava, 2013 .
The central mediating role in the S-E model is attributed to negative emotions at work. Firstly, because they constitute the immediate response to situations that are perceived as stressful (Lazarus, 1991) . Secondly, because they energize and motivate behaviours that follow and physiological change (Cartwright & Cooper, 1997) . Such emotions contribute to CWB that can occur immediately and impulsively, or at a later time. Several studies have found evidence of a relationship between negative emotions and job stressors (Spector, 1997; Spector & Goh, 2001; Szczygieł & Bazińska, 2013) , and also between negative emotions and CWB (Chen & Spector, 1991; Fox et al., 2001) . Other studies have confirmed the mediating role of negative emotions in job stressors -CWB link (Baka & Derbis, 2013; Ballducci, Fraccaroli, & Schaufeli, 2011; Fox & Spector, 1999; Fox et al., 2001 ). Relying on the cited research (e.g. Fox et al., 2001; Raver, 2013; Sulea et al., 2013) H1 assumes that experiencing aggression at work is related to CWB directly and indirectly -through an increase in negative emotional states.
Workplace aggression
Aggression at work is defined as negative acts perpetrated by an organizational member that are experienced by another organizational member who is the target of these acts (Raver, 2013) . It can be investigated from actor's and target's perspective. The latter perspective is taken into account in our paper. From this standpoint, workplace aggression is conceptualized as an organizational stressor (Kahn & Byosiere, 1992) and relates to the frequency with which participants were targets of interpersonally aggressive acts in the workplace. These aggressive acts can occur for a variety of reasons, and a distinction has been made between affective aggression and instrumental aggression (Neuman & Baron, 1996) . Affective, or "hot," aggression has as its primary goal the injury of a target, whether physical or psychological; at times it is impulsive and immediately follows the experience of negative emotion in response to provocation. In turn, instrumental, or "cold", workplace aggression may be a means to achieving a desired end -status, power, perks, assignments, bonuses, promotions, and reputation (Neuman & Baron, 2005) . Aggression in the workplace is quite common. Glomb & Liao (2003) found that 60% to 70% of employees across three organizations he had screened had experienced mild forms of aggression at work, and 6% of the sample had been physically assaulted at work. Typical forms of workplace aggression include a wide range of behaviours that are intended to harm others such as yelling at someone or threatening them, spreading rumours, making obscene gestures, withholding information, and giving dirty looks (Baron & Richardson, 1994; Neuman & Baron, 1996) . Previous research confirmed that being the target of workplace aggression is associated with negative emotions and dysfunctional behaviours in organizations (Spector et al., 2005) , Poland being no exception (Mościcka & Merecz, 2003) .
Emotional suppression
The capacity to regulate emotions plays a central role in psychosocial functioning and impacts various important outcomes, including social relationships (Brans, Koval, Verduyn, Lim, & Kuppens, 2013) , physical and mental health (Sapolsky, 2007) and work performance (Diefendorff, Hall, Lord, & Strean, 2000) . Emotional suppression -defined as the conscious inhibition of emotional expression while emotionally aroused (Gross & Levenson, 1993) -is a type of emotion regulation strategy.It is usually seen as a form of coping, also with job stressors. Emotional suppression involves inhibiting motor or bodily responses to a variety of events at work (Bebko, Franconeri, & Ochsner, 2007) . For example, when the boss makes his employee angry, social norms dictate that the latter should hide his outward expression of anger from his boss, even though he is seething with anger at an experiential level.
Findings regarding the physiological and psychological consequences of expressive suppression are mixed. Although occasional studies have found no differences between emotional suppression (e.g. anxiety and anger) and spontaneous reactions (Bush, Barr, McHugo, & Lanzetta, 1989) , the more typical finding is that suppression is associated with increased sympathetic and cardiovascular responses (Gross & Levenson, 1993) , prolonged threats (Kofta, 1979) , a decrease in positive emotion-expressive behaviour (Gross & John, 2003; Szczygieł, Buczny & Bazińska, 2012) , an increase in negative emotions and a decrease in positive emotions experienced in our daily life (Brans et al., 2013) . Other studies have found that emotional suppression contributes to a high frequency of aggressive behaviour (Stucke & Baumeister, 2006 ) and a high tendency to lie (Butler et al., 2003) .
Although previous research on the S-E model indicated that the negative effect of job stressors on CWB is moderated by the emotional disposition of employees, including negative affectivity (Salami, 2010) , emotional stability (Penney et al., 2011) and narcissism (Penney & Spector, 2002) , no studies have tested the moderating role of emotional suppression in this context. Based on the cited studies which found that emotional suppression increases negative emotions (Brans, et al., 2013) and aggressive behaviour (Stucke & Baumeister, 2006) , we hope to find that suppression of negative emotions moderates the effect of workplace aggression on job-related negative affectivity (H2) and the frequency of CWB (H3). In other words, employees who suppress negative emotions will demonstrate a high level of job-related negative affectivity and a high level of CWB. The three research hypotheses of this study are presented below. H1: Workplace aggression is directly and indirectly (through increase of job-related negative affectivity) related to CWB. H2: Emotional suppression moderates the effect of workplace aggression on job-related negative affectivity. H3: Emotional suppression moderates the effect of workplace aggression on CWB.
Method Research Sample
Participants of the study were nurses employed in Polish hospitals. Previous studies found that nurses are a vocational group which particularly often experiences workplace violence (Kingma, 2001; Mościcka & Merecz, 2003) . These findings were confirmed by a report issued by the Polish Central Statistical Office Accidents at work and work-related health problems (2014) . Potential respondents received a hard copy of the questionnaires along with a letter explaining the purpose of the study. Full confidentiality of data and anonymity were secured. Participants filled out the questionnaires and placed them in envelopes which were collected by research assistants (i.e., three undergraduate students). All participants were treated in accordance with the ethical guidelines of the Helsinki Declaration. Out of the 300 distributed questionnaires, 217 (72%) were returned to us and 205 (68% of the original pool) were at least 75% complete and were subsequently used in data analyses. The participants were 21 to 60 years old (M = 34.22; SD =11.86) and their work experience ranged from 1 to 40 years (M = 12.83; SD = 10.89).
Materials
Aggression at work. The Polish experimental version of Aggressive Experience Scale, AES (Glomb& Liao, 2003) was used to assess the frequency of being the target of aggression in the workplace. This measure was developed based on Buss's (1961) typology of three behavioural forms of aggression (physical vs. verbal, active vs. passive and direct vs. indirect) and was designed to capture both subtle and severe forms of aggression with a clear intent to harm. It contains 20 items that reflect a range of interpersonal aggressive acts experienced in the workplace (e.g. making angry gestures, spreading rumours, physically assaulting another person). Participants rated the frequency of such experiences on a scale from 1 (never) to 5 (once a week or more). The reliability coefficient -Cronbach's α -of the scale used in the study was a solid 0.96.
Negative affect at work. This variable was measured with the Polish version of the Job-related affectivity Scale, JAS (Zalewska, 2002) , developed by Burke, Brief, George, Roberson, & Webster (1989) . Job-related affectivity is defined conceptually as individuals' emotional reactions to their jobs and to the events that happen in their jobs. It refers to the frequency or the intensity of experiencing positive and negative emotional states at work over a period of time (Burke et al., 1989) . JAS contains 20 items which measure the intensity of various affective states experienced at work during the past two weeks, 10 of which are related to negative states (e.g. hostility, anxiety). They include a five-point response scale ranging from 1 (very weekly) to 5 (very strongly). The reliability coefficients for negative affect obtained in the present study was α = 0.89.
Suppression of negative emotions. The Polish version of Courtauld Emotional Control Scale, CECS (Juczyński, 2001) , developed by Watson & Greer (1983) was used to measure the tendency to suppress negative emotions. The scale consists of 21 items. The authors designed three sub-scales, each comprising of seven items: anger, anxiety and unhappiness. 1 Exploratory factor analysis confirmed the existence of three factors, relating to three different emotions. All items were scored on a 4-point scale (1 = almost never, 4 = almost always). The reliability coefficient ranged from α = 0.86 for anger, to α = 0.84 for anxiety and α = 0.86 for unhappiness in the study. Spector et al. (2006) . CWB-C includes 45 items which consist of two subscales -related to organizations (e.g. production deviance, sabotage) and people (e.g. abuse). Participants respond on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (every day). The general index of the CWB-C was used in this study (α = 0.96).
Analytical procedure
The research model (see Figure 1 ) was tested by means of regression analysis with bootstrapping, using the PROCESS macros (Hayes, 2013) . In comparison with classic mediation and the moderation model (Baron & Kenny, 1986) , PROCESS enables the examination of several mediating and moderating variables in one statistical model. By applying bootstrapping (2000 samples), PROCESS calculates direct and indirect effects and their confidence intervals. The effects of workplace aggression on job negative affect and CWB for low (-1SD), mean (M), and high (+1 SD) levels of the moderators were tested. Separate analyses were run for the simple mediation model (H1) and for the moderation model (H2, H3), respectively. In the simple mediation model, job-related negative affectivity (the mediator) was first regressed on workplace aggression (path a) and then CWB was regressed on job-related negative affectivity (path b) and workplace aggression (path c). Three separate analyses (each for one of moderator) were conducted. For the analyses, job-related negative affectivity was regressed on workplace aggression (path a). In the next step, one of three moderators (emotional suppression of anger, anxiety or unhappiness) was included. Next, the interactional effect of workplace aggression × emotional suppression was added. In the following moderation analyses, CWB were regressed on workplace aggression (path c), job-related negative affectivity (path b) and then on the interactional effects of workplace aggression x emotional suppression.
Results
Testing the mediation model. H1 assumed that aggression at work would be associated with CWB and that job-related negative affectivity would act as the mediator of the relationship. The results of regression analysis referring to this hypothesis are presented in Table  1 . In the first column, the values for path a (direct link between workplace aggression and negative affectivity) are shown. The second column includes the values for path c' (the direct effect of workplace aggression on CWB) and b (indirect effect of workplace aggression on CWB) successively. The results indicated that the direct effect of workplace aggression on CWB (path c') is statistically significant, B = 0.36, 95% bias corrected CI [0.26, 0.46] as well as the indirect effect -with job-related negative affectivity as mediator, B = 0.22, 95% bias corrected CI [0.15, 0.29], Sobel's Z = 5.31, p < .01. High aggression was associated with high job-related negative affectivity (path a), whereas high job-related negative affectivity was related to more frequent CWB (path b). The data support H1.
Testing the moderation model. In the next set of analyses H 2 and H3 were tested, assuming that the effects of workplace aggression on job-related negative affectivity and CWB are moderated by the emotional suppression of three emotions -anger, anxiety and unhappiness. The results of moderation analysis was presented in Table 2 , 3 and 4. Each table contains the results of the moderation analysis for a single moderator-anger suppression (Table 2) , anxiety suppression (Table 3 ) and unhappiness suppression (Table 4 ). The data indicated that aggression in the workplace was linked to job-related negative affectivity (path a). Anger suppression (Table 2, (Table 4 , path a,), B = 0.1, 95% bias corrected CI [-0.09, 0.21] moderated the relationship between workplace aggression and jobrelated negative affectivity. Job-related negative affectivity increased along with the increase of workplace aggression, but mainly when anger suppression and suppressing anxiety were high. The lowest increase of job-related negative affectivity was observed among nurses reporting low anger suppression ( Figure 2 ) and low anxiety suppression ( Figure 3 ). H2 was partially confirmed. Regression analysis testing the direct effect (path c) showed significant main effects of workplace aggression and job-related negative affectivity on CWB. In particular, higher frequency of CWB was related to higher workplace aggression and greater negative affectivity. The analysis of moderating effects showed that two out of three two-way interactions were significant. The link between workplace aggression and CWB was moderated by anger suppression (Table 2, (Table 4 , path c), B = -0.07, 95% bias corrected CI [-0.07, 0.14] . More thorough analysis revealed that CWB increased along with the increase of workplace aggression but mainly when anger suppression was high (Figure 4 ) and suppressing anxiety was low ( Figure 5 ). The lowest level of CWB was visible among nurses with low anger suppression and high suppressing anxiety. H3 was partially supported.
Discussion
This study addressed questions concerning the relationship between workplace aggression and CWB, as well as the mediating function of job-related negative affectivity and the moderating function of emotional suppression. Drawing on data collected from 205 Polish nurses, it was found that workplace aggression is clearly connected with CWB directly and indirectly -via an increase of job-related negative affectivity. The data supported the S-E model and were consistent with results obtained by other researchers (Fox et al., 2001; Spector et al., 2005) . Two of the three emotions moderated the effects of workplace aggression on job-related negative affectivity and CWB. While unhappiness suppression did not act as a moderator, anger and suppressing anxiety moderated both workplace aggression -job-related negative affectivity and workplace aggression -CWB links. Both anger suppression and anxiety suppression intensified the negative effect of workplace aggression on job-related affectivity. When workplace aggression was low the highest level of job-related negative affectivity appeared in the group of nurses with low anger suppression and low anxiety suppression. But when workplace aggression increased, the most distinct rise in job-related negative affectivity was observed in the group of nurses with high anger suppression and high rates of suppressing anxiety. The effect was particularly evident in the case of suppressing anger. These results are consistent with those of previous studies that found a direct link between emotional suppression and the experience of negative emotions (Brans et al., 2013) and threats (Kofta, 1979) . Moreover, data analysis revealed that emotional suppression of anger and anxiety moderates the link between workplace aggression and CWB in a different way. Anger suppression intensified the impact of workplace aggression on CWB, while anxiety suppression buffered it. To put it more precisely, the nurses who suppressed anger more intensely in a situation of low workplace aggression displayed the lowest level of CWB. However, in the group of nurses where workplace aggression was higher, CWB increased the most. In case of suppressing anxiety, the opposite regularity was noted. In a situation of low level workplace aggression, the nurses who weakly suppressed anxiety displayed the lowest levels of CWB. However in this very group of nurses, an increase in workplace aggression raised CWB most visibly. This results shed new light on the role of negative emotions in the S-E model and this result is in need of a more detailed explanation.
Both anger and anxiety suppression increased the experience of negative job-related affectivity in the group in question. Probably, the suppression of these two emotional states caused an increase of these emotions most significantly. Long-term experience of these emotional states is unpleasant and over time can trigger some forms of coping. However, the ways of coping are probably different with regard to these two emotions. According to the frustration -aggression theory, to which Fox & Spector (1999) refer, anger is the main component of frustration and can trigger the tendency to retaliate against organisations in the form of theft, sabotage, production deviance, aggression. By means of these behaviours employees can restore organizational fairness. Other forms of CWB can reduce job stress and its ill-health consequences (Krischer, Penney, & Hunter, 2010) . Taking longer breaks, absenteeism, lateness, production deviance and withholding effort all enable employees to distance themselves from the source of job stress and rebuild depleted resources. To sum up, high levels of job stress (as a result of workplace aggression) combined with strong anger (the result of suppressing emotions) can increase CWB. In contrast, in a situation of high anxiety, such dysfunctional workplace behaviours are not adaptive. The fear of being caught "redhanded" and the threat of revenge from members of the organization probably reinforce subjective anxiety. For that reason, the level of CWB weakens along with an increase of experienced workplace aggression in the group of employees with strong anxiety.
The obtained findings imply further, more detailed questions. One of them is related to the differences in emotional reactions to workplace aggression depending on the position in the organizational hierarchy occupied by the employees. It is likely that, regardless of personality traits, employees allocated highly in the organizational structure will respond with more intense anger to a social stressor but employees who occupy lower positions will experience more intense anxiety. The reaction of employees can be also dependent on the intensity of workplace aggression (mild vs. severe). Additionally, future research can determine whether the suppression of different emotions results in the display of different types of CWB. Maybe the experience of intense anger leads employees towards more active forms of CWB (e.g.: sabotage), whereas the experience of anxiety is conducive to more passive ones (e.g.: withdrawal).
The present study has several limitations. The crosssectional design does not allow for any causal conclusions. CWB are a very changeable phenomena, which result from long-lasting stressors and resources, that is why it is very important to capture the dynamic character of it. Future research needs to apply a longitudinal approach in order to clarify the direction of the relationships between workplace aggression, emotions and CWB. In addition, it should be noted that CWB were measured by statements about organizational behavior, and not by actual behavior or coworkers/supervisors assessment. It seems to be very likely that this variable can be modified by the need for social approval. Therefore, the obtained data should be treated with caution.
Another thing worth commenting on or are the mean values for the CWB-C. In conditions of low workplace aggression, these values are close to 1 (on a five-point scale response -from 1 to 5). This can indicate that the subject shardly confess to harmful behaviors. Probably, the distribution of response sartificially increases the reliability of the CWB-C (Fox, Spector, Goh, Bruursema, & Kessler, 2012) . Many people respond to many items of the scale with 1 (never) and as a result the scale is very reliable because participants' responses are consistent. Most of the previous studies have shown a rather strong negative OCB -CWB link. Theoretically, CWB equates to antisocial behaviors and OCB to prosocial behaviors therefore the behaviors are simply opposites of each other. However Sackett et al. (2006) with a sample of over nine hundred participants used confirmatory factor analysis and found that the two-factor model (OCB and CWB) fit the data significantly. Fox et al. (2012) claim, in turn, that the strong negative association can be inflated by methodological artifacts, such as use of supervisors as raters, an agree rather than a frequency response format, and inclusion of antithetical items in OCB scales (reversed coded CWB). The author concludes that after controlling these artifacts, the relation between OCB and CWB should be too low for the constructs to be treated as one.
The study sample was limited to hospital nurses, therefore any generalization to other human services personnel should not be made. Workgroup variables, such as workgroup identification (Enns & Rotundo, 2012) , need to be more carefully controlled in future studies. Specific negative outcomes in the domain of organization behaviour were addressed, but future studies should carefully investigate if similar patterns of associations may be observed for both positive and negative outcomes to the individual and the organization. Regardless of its limitations, the present study provides an insight into the processes explaining counterproductive work behaviours. These findings have implications for further application of the S-E model and other models explaining the occurrence of CWB. Future research should account for both individual and organizational outcomes as well as interactions between them.
